US-96-9M 
UNIVERSITY SENATE 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 6 DECEMBER 1996 


PRESENT: Dr. J.W. O’Brien (Speaker); Dr. F. Lowy; Dr. J. Lightstone; Prof. M. 
Danis; Mr. L. English; Dean M. Kusy; Dr. S. McEvenue; Dr. G. 
Valalskakis; Prof. L. Roth; Prof. J. Chaikelson; Prof. W. Byers; Mr. 1. 
Sullivan; Prof. H. McQueen; Prof. L. Plotek; Dean C. Jackson; Prof. G. 
Sheps; Prof. H. Shulman; Prof. M. Singer; Prof. M. Brian; Prof. J. Kalman; 
Dr. D.L. Boisvert; Prof. G. Gibbons; Dr. R. Bonin; Prof. C. Lam; Dean D. 
J. Taddeo; Ms. C. Blaquiere; Mr. D. A. Janssen; Prof. V.V. Baba; Dean 
M. Anvari; Prof. A. Jalilvand; Prof. A. Satir; Prof. W. Gilsdorf; Ms. L. 
Prendergast; Mr. D. Gagnon; Ms. A. Wasajja; Ms. T. Geha; Ms. V. 
Serruya; Mr. T. Rossi. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Prof. R. Hale; Prof. L-H. Larin; Ms. K. Tsolakos; Dr. C.L. 
Bertrand. 


Call to Order 
96-9-1 Dr. O'Brien called the meeting to order at 1:13 pm. 


96-9-2 Dr. O'Brien explained the differences in the Agenda from that of a regular Senate 
meeting, and the Steering Committee's intentions with respect to Senate 
discussions on University planning at today's meeting and at a special Senate 
meeting to be held at 9:00 am., Friday, 13 December 1996; and the absence of both 
the "Question Period" and "Items for Information, etc." 


With respect to the latter, he advised that there were two matters which would 
normally be dealt with under that Agenda item, but which, because of the related 
timing, should be noted at today's meeting; and he suggested, and it was agreed, 
that the Agenda as circulated be adopted with the understanding that he would 
than call upon the two individuals involved with the items mentioned. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BABA, SECONDED BY DR. LIGTHSTONE, 
THAT THE AGENDA, AS CIRCULATED, BE APPROVED WITH THE 
ABOVE-MENTIONED UNDERSTANDING. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


96-9-3 Ms. Carole Blaquiere, Undergraduate Student Representative, reminded members 
and commented with respect to the fact that today was the 7th anniversary of the 
Ecole Polytechnique tragedy of 6 December 1989. She advised that although she 
had run. out of commemorative white ribbons, she had a supply of explanatory 
pamphlets which she wished to distribute to members of Senate. She requested 
and was granted permission to circulate the pamphlet to those in attendance. 
96-9-4 Dr. Lightstone, Provost and Vice-Rector, Research, noting that this was 
the last regular Senate meeting of the current semester and the last meeting to be 
attended by Prof. Mary Brian, Director, Mature Student Centre, described her as 
the guiding light and driving energy of a unit that was central and core to the 
identity and mission of Concordia University for the past many years. A round of 
applause followed Dr. Lightstone's invitation to all members to join him in 
acknowledging and expressing thanks and appreciation to Prof. Brian for her 
contribution to the Centre, the Senate and the University. 


Responding to the above, Prof. Brian, stressed the importance of mature, 
non-traditional and academically excellent students to the University and to the 
development of programmes of excellence; and she expressed appreciation to the 
Rector, the Provost and Vice-Rector, Research, the Vice-Rectors, Academic, the 
Dean, and all those in the University who had been so supportive of herself and 
the Mature Students Centre over the past years. 


96-9-5 Dr. O’Brien advised that the next item would be dealt with in "Closed Session", 
and he asked those in attendance who were not members of Senate to leave the 
meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


96-9-7 IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY DEAN TADDEO, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF I NOVEMBER 
1996 BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Business Arising from the Minutes 


96-9-8 Prof. Lam reminded members that he had raised a question at the last meeting with 
respect to measures to ensure that Faculties respected their individual operating 
budgets; and he requested that a response be provided at the next Senate meeting. 
It was agreed that Prof. Lam's concern be noted in the Minutes. 


96-9-9 


96-9-10 


Election of faculty members to the Advisory Search Committee for Director of 
Libraries 


Dr. O’Brien advised that no faculty nominations had been received for 
membership on the Advisory Search Committee for Director of Libraries; that a 
second call for nominations would be issued; and that the election would be held at 
the Senate meeting of 10 January 1997. 


Remarks from the Rector 


In his initial remarks, Dr. Lowy added his voice to what had already been said 
with respect to the tragedy of 6 December 1989. 


In other comments concerning the University's "crisis" situation, Dr. Lowy 
advised that he was in the process of revising an article that he hoped would be 
published in The Gazette to the effect that it was his belief that Quebec 
universities were not in a position to absorb the kind of budget cuts that they had 
been told they were going to have to take, i.e., he believed that there was a true 
crisis facing Concordia and all universities in the Province this year; that at the 
same time, Concordia was moving in the right direction, e.g., the University's 
external image was better than it had been, there was a very supportive Board of 
Governors, a supportive high level group to help the University vis-a-vis the 
Capital Campaign, an enthusiastic alumni both at home and abroad, the internal 
morale and confidence crisis had been overcome, the excellent results in the 1996 
Uniform Final Examination of the Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants, 
and the hopefully, successful accreditation visits of the American Association of 
Collegiate Schools of Business and the Canadian Engineering Accreditation Board, 
etc. Also, with respect to the role of Senate in the planning process, and 
particularly the crisis situation, Dr. Lowy emphasized that given that Concordia 
was an educational institution, and that Senate was the highest academic body, 
there had to be a role for Senate in the process; and that the Steering Committee 
felt that the best way to approach this was for a statement to come to Senate in 
the form of a document (US-96-9-D5) for discussion. In continuing remarks, he 
outlined the dimensions of the crisis facing the University and related factors, 
including the freezing of tuition fees for Quebec university students and the 
introduction of differential fees for out-of province and international students, the 
government's intention to take 150 million dollars from the university sector this 
year and which would represent about a 15 million dollar budget reduction for 
Concordia, the 22 million dollar reduction in the University's operating budget 
over the past 3 years, and the anticipated 24 million dollar budget reduction over 
the next 3 years, including the 15 million dollars for next year and which, he 
advised, would be more than that if the government did not succeed in balancing 
its budget by the year 2000; and he questioned how Concordia could possibly cut 


that amount of money from its budget and remain an institution providing quality 
education for a wide range of students, particularly keeping in mind the many 
collective agreements that were respected, the absence of facilitating legislation, 
and the unprecedented magnitude of the cuts that were being talked about and the 
absence of any mechanisms for dealing with that. He also commented with respect 
to the logical possibilities that were being fleshed out by the Chief Financial 
Officer and his committees, including spending less and/or earning more, and/or 
borrowing money; the need to consider the-worst-case scenario vis-a-vis paying 
people in the University, etc.; various associated or potential initiatives including 
the possible mobilization of the public to pressure the government to change its 
policies, the Capital Campaign, collaboration with industry, and the potential 
expansion of self -financing” programmes, etc. 


Finally, with respect to the issue of who we were, where we had come from and 
where we might be going, Dr. Lowy drew member's attention to, and briefly 
explained, Document US-969-D5, a "Preliminary Discussion Document - To 
What Does Concordia Aspire?", which he and Dr. Lightstone, with staff 
assistance, had put together. 


In his remarks, Dr. Lightstone advised that it was the feeling of the Steering 
Committee that Senate's role in the planning process at this particular time was to 
provide a context for the whole by discussing and answering in broad global terms 
the question as to what Concordia was and what we wanted it to be. He also 
advised that both the SCAPP planning process and the more immediate and 
shorter-term planning decisions and recommendations vis-a-vis the budget, which 
would be coming forward to Senate probably in February 1997 for discussion and 
approval, should be taken in the aftermath and in the light of a Senate discussion 
on the more general objectives and goals which define Concordia's identity, to be 
confirmed or re-confirmed as the University's general orientation for the coming 
decade. He also emphasized Concordia's internally-differentiated mission 
consisting of areas primarily oriented to good quality undergraduate education, and 
other areas that would be engaged in the full range of undergraduate and graduate 
education aimed at and in the context of higher quality and more intense 
commitment and participation in research, etc., i.e., on the one hand, while 
Concordia would simply not be an undergraduate university, at the same time, 
Concordia's niche was not in developing across-the-board graduate programmes 
and cutting-edge -research; and that the whole notion of accessibility, and 
Concordia's mission to provide an opportunity for a university education to the 
entire community, as evidenced by its diverse student population, had to be kept 
in mind. He also suggested that the issue of the University's general orientation 
and directions might best be dealt with by taking the "matrix" list at the end of 
page 2, Document US-96-9-D5, as points of discussion, beginning at today's 
meeting and continuing at the special Senate meeting on 13 December 1996. 


Dr. O'Brien proposed that in line with the Steering Committee suggestion, Senate 
discuss the six items listed on page 2, Document US-96-9-D5; and that whatever 
consensus might emerge from that, i.e., confirmation of what many might feel 
presently existed in the University, or to change it in some respect, would provide 
a context within which other things that were going on would take place, whether 
with respect to the Faculty planning processes or the budgetary exercise, etc. He 
also emphasized that the main point to be decided at today's meeting was 
basically whether Senate was to proceed with this exercise largely at the next 
Senate meeting. And he advised that if members of Senate had a week to reflect on 
the set of issues listed, and then have a 3-hour discussion on them next Friday, 
there was a chance of coming up with a reasonable idea as to where we stood; but 
he cautioned that if members arrived at 9:00 am. next Friday with half of the body 
thinking that they were going to discuss the issues from a particular angle and the 
other half with the view that they were going to discuss them from a different 
angle, there would be a confused and less productive discussion. 


Issues and concerns raised in initial discussion included what was described as an 
"implied binary opposition" in the item - "academic subject matter and 
life-success skills", etc.; the viability and sustainability of Concordia traditions in 
the context of' present day societal dynamics, support and population; the 
existing strengths of the University, particularly with respect to accessibility, the 
privileged window of opportunity provided by the-diversity of Concordia's 
faculty and students, the University's unique profile, the need to demonstrate the 
expertise obtained and developed over the past 22. years through the pursuit of its 
strengths, and which, it was argued, would ensure that the University would be 
sustained and would continue to attract students; improving quality education in 
the current situation of operating budget restraints; developing a common united 
front among Quebec universities against possible further budget cuts; making clear 
that accessibility did not mean that Concordia was a "second chance" university; 
the apparent applicability, on page 2, Document US-96-9-135, of the bifurcation 
"higher quality and ,excellence in education" only to the -Faculty of Arts -and 
Science; the difficulty of balancing and assigning emphasis to the matrix of 
alternatives listed on page 2, Document US-969-D5; and clarification of the adverb 
"significantly" in the second sentence, penultimate paragraph, page 1, Document 
US-96-9-135. 


Concerns were also raised with respect to the need to connect the goals and 
objectives vis-a-vis principles of excellence, etc., with the realm of what we could 
or could not do, particularly in the context of what was being done in our sister 
institutions and ongoing discussions and collaborations; the necessity of 
considering excellence in terms of what the University could afford, i.e., 
connecting the desire for excellence with the consequences vis-a-vis other things; 


the need for consideration of Concordia's areas of distinctiveness vis-a-vis McGill; 
the need for consistency between expenditures and the University's desire as to 
where we wanted to go; consideration of the choices and judgements that were 
going to have to be made vis-a-vis things that were possible, desirable and 
lucrative but which Concordia may not want as part of its distinctive character; 
consideration of the, consequences of closing programmes, Faculties or Schools, 
etc., in the context of attempting to discuss and prioritize the amatrixed" list on 
page 2, Document US-96-9-D5, and the related threat to the continued existence 
of Concordia; the integration of "Following a Course Forward" which was 
described as a tactical level document, (US-96-7-D10), the strategic "Preliminary 
Discussion Document" (US-96-9-D5) and the 1996/97 Operating Budget which 
was at the operational level; consideration of the usefulness of Document 
US-96-9-D5 in terms of enabling priorities to be set and budgetary decisions 
ultimately to be taken on the basis of various principles in the concrete situation 
of having to make choices; the possible danger of weakening Document 
US-96-9D5 by the inclusion of such general dichotomies as listed on page 2; the 
possibility of having brief presentations from the Deans on the responses from 
their respective Faculties vis-a-vis "Following a Course Forward" prior to a 
discussion on the University's mission on 13 December 1996; and the need to 
consider first the question of Concordia's identity before discussing the issue of 
operationalization. 


Responding to concerns that had been raised with respect to consideration of the 
consequences of closing programmes, etc., vis-a-vis discussion of the items listed 
on page 2, Document US-96-9-D5, Dr. Lowy emphasized that the consequences 
and practical conclusions that might derive from any of the ideas and principles 
that could be discussed had to be "teased out" particularly in terms of admission 
grades, class sizes, the number and types of professors, etc. He also emphasized 
that it was essential to *determine what society in general would be deprived of if 
Concordia ceased to be, otherwise the University would have a hard time 
justifying its existence. At the same time, he advised that the more it was 
discussed, the clearer it would become 'that Concordia had something very specific 
to offer society; and that, in consequence, he was less pessimistic -about 
Concordia's future than perhaps some -other members of Senate might be. In 
addition, in response to concerns that the "matrixed" items listed on page 2 might 
be too general, he advised that it had been felt that spelling out some of the 
specific consequences of operationalizing the items would prematurely pre-empt 
the Senate discussion, but that if Senate felt that it would be useful to move from 
the general to the practical, he could think of perhaps 20 practical consequences 
that could arise and which he would be more than happy to commit to paper for 
Senate discussion. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that while Document US-96-9-D5 might be less than perfect, 
it could at least provide a basis on which the Senate meeting on 13 December 1996 
could be conducted; that in a general sense, the Senate meeting would be based on 
Document US-96-9-D5; that it should also be recognized that Senate would not be 
having a discussion about the general purposes of Concordia, or universities in 
general, but rather, the context was with respect to the dramatic budgetary 
reductions that were going to take place and the major readjustments that the 
University was going to have to make; and that next week Senate would be 
discussing the purposes of Concordia in the context of that emergency, i.e., Senate 
would have to consider the question of the characteristics of Concordia in the 
present emergency situation and the drastic downsizing that should be kept in 
mind everywhere in the Institution where such downsizing had to be 
implemented. 


He further explained that he would attempt, as Chair of the meeting, to take the 
six headings on page 2 as areas for discussion, e.g., to discuss undergraduate and 
graduate education with a view to determining where the balance should be drawn 
between the two in the context of the drastic budget reduction that was going to 
occur in the next 12 months, etc.; and that. this would mean that there would be 
roughly a 1/2 hour to discuss each of the items listed. Finally, he suggested that 
after members of Senate had had an opportunity to think about the matter and the 
items that were listed, they should notify Dr. Lightstone or the Secretary by FAX 
at 8766 no later than Wednesday, 11 December 1996, with respect to anything 
that they might feel was very important to the overall future of Concordia in the 
context of the present crisis but which did not seem to fit under any of the 
particular headings; and that an attempt would be made to fine-tune the list of 
headings in some way to minimize the difficulties, and in consequence attain the 
maximum value vis-a-vis the discussion. 


In continuing discussion, it was argued that Document US-969-D5 was not 
drafted specifically in relation to the budgetary situation, but rather with respect 
to the question of the identity of the University; that there was a need to provide 
a statement about who we were, otherwise the discussion could not move forward 
because the mixing of the issues of the long range non-debatable objectives and the 
short-range debatable objectives which required decision, was preventing the 
Senate discussion from proceeding, and that Document US-96-9-D5 had been 
produced to resolve that problem; that the items on page 2 were non-debatable 
items of principle and at the next meeting, if we agreed on those principles, Senate 
would then have to consider and decide on the short-run budgetary aspects; and 
that Document US-96-9-D5 had not been drafted to address a budgetary situation 
per se but rather as a mechanism for resolving the "identity crisis". It was also 
argued, however, that the items listed on page 2 were not a balance of a matrix of 
alternatives, but rather, they were complementary activities; that there was a need 


to have a document on who we were, what we were and where we were going, 
etc., "in principle" but not in minute detail; that a discussion on Document 
US-96-9-135 ;-might pre-empt the planning process vis-a-vis "Following a Course 
Forward"; that it was essential to think in terms of how the University was going 
to grow, where the future students were going to come from, the purpose of 
Document US-96-9-D5, and getting the tactical aspects of the planning process in 
place through SCAPP as was originally planned; that discussing the items listed 
on page 2, some of which had been previously discussed at length, would not 
prove to be very useful or would not lead anywhere; that various alternative 
scenarios should be considered, including the possibility of moving to a trimester 
system; and that it was essential that members admit and accept the fact that 
Concordia was facing a crisis in which everyone in the University was going to 
suffer. 


In further comments, members were urged to Consider document US-96-9-D5 in 
the context of the descriptors "crisis" and "emergency" which, it was stated, had 
been used verbally but did not actually appear in the Document itself, but which, 
it was felt, would provide a more realistic perspective to the Document. It was 
also argued that interventions that had been made against Senate engaging in the 
present discussion had been made by members from the more applied Faculties 
who had given the impression that any effort to philosophically discuss 
principles, apart from actual realities, was a waste of time; that a major problem 
with the planning process initiated last Summer, and earlier, was that it was a 
process without the longer-term context that Senate was now trying to establish; 
that to say that this discussion was a waste of time was tantamount to saying that 
we should not acknowledge that there was a fault in the process, and that what 
was now happening was basically acknowledging that problem;- and that Senate 
should not rush into any decision making of a practical nature without. knowledge 
-as to why -we were making them or where we were going. It was also argued that 
the discussion that was now taking place would not preempt the ongoing planning 
process, but, at the same time, members had to realize that the situation was 
evolving with such extreme rapidity that it should be the normal practice that 
Senate debate these principles every year; that given that SCAPP was a committee 
of Senate, that it reported back to Senate and that it interacted with Senate in the 
planning process, there was no reason to fear that the Senate discussion would 
pre-empt the planning process that SCAPPIR was involved in; and that because 
the financial situation was galloping ahead at such a rate, it was essential for 
Senate to re-evaluate the planning process in the light of any new information that 
might become available. 


Dr. O’Brien suggested, and it was agreed, that the Senate meeting planned for 13 
December 1996 be organized around the six topics listed on page 2, Document 
US-96-9-D5, subject to possible emendation vis-a-vis any comments that might 
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be submitted by FAX: and that the discussion on each topic should begin with a 
brief comment from Dr. Lowy on his impression of Concordia's position with 
respect to the particular item in the context of a "crisis". 


In response to a concern expressed that the Senate discussion, and decisions that 
could derive therefrom, might side-track the SCAPP planning process, Dr. 
O’Brien advised that from his understanding of the planning process, the present 
Senate discussion, ' which was quite different, would in no way interfere with 
what was already underway, the results of which would come forward to Senate 
in due course; that if whatever might come out of the Senate discussion happened 
to conflict with the results of the Faculty/SCAPP process, some work would have 
to be done in January or February, 1997, to determine what would prevail; and 
that, on the other hand, if they were sufficiently in line with each other, while 
some fine-tuning might be done, the SCAPP process would be strengthened by the 
fact that there was also a general University-wide view as to what Concordia was 
about, and into which the various pieces could fit. 


In additional remarks, Dr. Lightstone advised that the planning process was 
designed by Senate in a recommendation from SCAPP and enshrined in a 
document in March 1994; that that process was designed to deal with, and link, 
medium-term goals and tactical decisions which would then inform the budget 
process; that the planning process was driven and informed by 5 Senate-approved 
principles; that what Senate was presently involved in was simply to re-affirm or 
reconfirm some of the longer-term University objectives which would not affect 
the ongoing planning process and might even impel it over the course of the next 
few years; and that it would also help members to have a shared perspective as to 
Concordia's identity. 


Support and appreciation was also expressed to Dr. Lowy, Dr. Lightstone, and 
the Steering Committee for having provided for the kind of discussion that Senate 
had been able to engage in. 


Recommendation from SCAPP concerning Classrooms 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. LIGHTSTONE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SHULMAN, THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PLANNING AND PRIORITIES 
CONCERNING CLASSROOMS OUTLINED IN DOCUMENT US-96-8-139 
BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question, Ms. Prendergast, University Registrar, provided 
background information and explained the "Analysis of Large Classroom Requests 
Compared to Large Classroom Availability" (Document US-96-9-D20) which had 


been provided to members of Senate as requested at the last meeting. She 
emphasized that ignoring teaching times, there should be more than enough 
100-seat classrooms available in the University provided that Faculties and 
departments were prepared to spread their teaching over the entire teaching time 
spectrum, including early mornings, evenings, and Friday afternoons, etc. 


In presenting and explaining the resolution from SCAPP contained in Document 
US-96-8-D9, Dr. Lightstone advised that year-after-year the Deans have been told 
with respect to submitted schedules that either the requested times or the size of 
classes would have to change because classrooms of the capacities being requested 
were not available at the stipulated times; and that, in consequence, every year the 
option of changing the scheduled times was abandoned and the size of classrooms 
artificially curtailed. He also explained that in the University there was a girth of 
available classrooms of the appropriate capacity at the times that made sense for 
the curriculum in the 100 to 150-seat range, as well as in the 75 to 85-seat range, 
and that the practice has been to bump the classes in the latter insistance into 
rooms of 100. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ANVARI, SECONDED BY PROF. BABA, 
THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS DEFEATED. 


In continuing discussion, concerns and issues which were raised included 
questions with respect to the assumptions and comments on page 2, Document 
US-96-9-1320, particularly item 1, which, it was argued, would reduce course 
choices for part-time student's whose numbers were increasing year-by-year, and 
full-time students who where attempting to balance work, studies and other 
necessary tasks; that item 2 would reduce choices for students who had families or 
worked in the evenings; and that there was no reference in item 4 as to the effects 
on multi-sectioned classes. It was also argued that there was no indicated structure 
for possible larger classrooms referred to on page 4; that there was a possible link 
between students dropping out of the University for academic reasons and larger 
classes; that the move towards larger classes in all Quebec universities indicated 
that there was a possible need for more universities in the Province, and which 
situation the Government should be made aware of and researched; and that no 
student-body opinion had been sought with respect to the move to larger 
classrooms and the related pedagogical effects. 


Other issues were raised concerning what was described as the non-efficient use of 
scheduling time and the need to recognize that the question of classroom capacity 
was a function of size as well as time; the applicability of technological updating 
to all classrooms regardless of size; a potential conflict between what was being 


proposed in Document US-96-8-D9 and a possible resolution at the Senate 
meeting of 13 December 1996 to the effect that "small classes" was one of the 
strong points of Concordia; combining the proposed increase in teaching loads 
with the proposal to increase class sizes thereby possibly resulting in a situation 
in which professors had no classes to teach and in larger classrooms; the need to 
make use of the full scheduling pattern in order to create as many course options 
as possible for the students; the need to refurbish existing :classrooms; updating 
retrieval technology vis-a-vis scheduling information; possible use of movable 
walls for classrooms; the need to use larger classrooms in some areas in order to 
maintain smaller classes in others; the possible contradiction between student 
support for smaller classes and the freeze on tuition fees; and providing flexibility 
in the motion by substituting "classes of a capacity of 100 persons or more" with 
"classrooms of suitable capacity”. 


With respect to the latter issue, a suggested amendment to rewrite the motion by 
changing the reference to "100" and "larger" to "suitably-sized classrooms with 
suitable equipment for the future” was lost for lack of a seconder. 


In continuing discussion support was expressed for the SCAPP proposal, it being 
argued that it would provide the University with a certain needed flexibility; and 
that the motion provided a capability to deliver classes of a certain size which in 
various areas of the University could be done in particular circumstances with no 
diminution, and perhaps in some cases an increase, in the quality of the 
educational experience. At the same time, Senate was urged to take seriously the 
student anxiety vis-a-vis the kind of education that they expected to receive at 
Concordia, particularly in terms of class sizes, etc. It was also argued that class 
scheduling needed to be extended into Saturdays if necessary; that classroom sizes 
needed to be varied in order to provide the University with an opportunity for 
more flexibility; that there was a need to acquire new classroom technology and to 
upgrade existing classrooms; and that what was being proposed had been 
discussed for the past 2 1/2 years and should be adopted by Senate today. 


Other issues raised included what was termed the myth of larger classes at McGill 
versus the situation at Concordia; the need for faculty members to be more 
forthcoming with respect to the needs of students vis-a-vis scheduling class times 
and the possibility of offering classes at 7:30 am., student concerns about 
maintaining the quality of education, not informing the student-body and 
surveying the students and faculty members about what was being proposed, not 
providing details with respect to the percentage increase in class sizes being 
proposed, and consideration of televised courses as an alternative to vary large 
classrooms; the urgent need 'for larger classrooms in Fine Arts; and the need for 
technologically upgrading smaller classrooms. It was also suggested by Prof. Satir 
that the proposal be amended to read - a) the Registrar's Office use a more 
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efficient approach in terms of classroom scheduling software for academic 
scheduling; b) the University deem as one immediate priority for capital 
expenditure the creation of "larger" classrooms in a number and with capacities 
indicated as appropriate in the study undertaken by Registrar's Service under the 
aegis of the Vice-Rector, Services; and c) that additional newly-created classes of a 
capacity of 100 persons or more, together with at least an equal number of smaller 
classrooms, be equipped with up-to-date learning teaching-enhancing equipment 
and be networked for computer-based communications. 


Dr. O’Brien expressed the feeling that while the above suggested amendment 
might well have merit, it appeared to go rather far from the purpose of the motion 
now before Senate. 


It was suggested that given the urgency of the proposal in Document 
US-96-8-139, the motion be voted on now, and that the thrust of the proposed 
amendment be dealt with subsequently as a separate motion. 


Prof. Satir proposed a substitute motion to the effect that a) the Registrar's Office 
use a more efficient approach with respect to, for example, classroom scheduling 
software for academic scheduling; and b) that small classrooms also be equipped 
with up-to-date learning and teaching enhancement equipment. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that he was ruling the proposed amendment out of order; and 
that the suggested substitute motion, if subsequently submitted, would be 
considered as a Notice of Motion to be dealt with at a later meeting. 


A request by Prof. Gibbons to "Call the Question" was voted on and was cartried-. 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Appointments to Senate Committees 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
JACKSON, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO SENATE COMMITTEES 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-9-D6 BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


96-9-13 


96-9-14 


96-9-15 


96-9-16 


Graduate Curriculum Proposals 


Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, 
THAT THE GRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE FACULTY 
OF ARTS AND SCIENCE PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-9-D8 BE 
APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-96-9- 14. 


It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to Vice-Dean J. 
Woodsworth, and Associate Dean C. Bédard. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 
Commerce and Administration 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY DEAN ANVARI, THAT 
THE GRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF 
COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US96-9-D9 BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN US-96-9-D14. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Engineering and Computer Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY DEAN TADDEO, 
THAT THE GRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE FACULTY 
OF ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER SCIENCE PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-96-9-DIO BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE 
ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-96-9D1 4. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Humanities Doctoral Programme 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY DEAN JACKSON, 
THAT THE GRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE 
HUMANITIES DOCTORAL PROGRAMME PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-96-9-D1 1 BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-96-9-D 14. 


96-9-17 


96-9-18 


96-9-19 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY PROF. BYERS, 
THAT THE UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-96-9-D12 BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-96-9-D 14. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Fine Arts 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN JACKSON, SECONDED BY PROF. SHEPS, 
THAT THE UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE, 
FACULTY OF FINE ARTS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-9-13113 BE 
APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-96-9-D 14. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


A concern was expressed over the amount of paper involved vis-a-vis curriculum 
change proposals, and it was suggested that the procedure used with respect to 
documentation for Senate approval of graduation lists be applied as well to 
curriculum proposals. 


It was agreed that the matter be referred to the Steering Committee for 
consideration. 


Other Academic Proposals 


Inter-University Grade Conversion Table 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY PROF. -GIBBONS, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE THE INTER-UNIVERSITY GRADE 
CONVERSION TABLE PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-9-D15, AS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN 
DOCUMENT US-96-9-D18, EFFECTIVE AS OF THE 1997/98 ACADEMIC 
YEAR. 


96-9-20 


96-9-21 


Issues were raised and responded to concerning the rejection of the proposed 
Grade Conversion Table for undergraduate programmes by the Commerce and 
Administration Faculty Council; use of the "D-" grade; and the lack of "+" and "-" 
grades at other Quebec universities, particularly McGill. 


With respect to the latter issue, Senate was advised that as a result of passing the 
proposal a lot of pressure would be exerted on Concordia's sister institutions to 
comply with our system of grading which, in fact, was the norm in Quebec. 


Senate was also advised that consultations which were ongoing between the 
Registrars’ Offices of McGill and Concordia vis-a-vis the Inter-University 
Exchange Programme, including the issue of grade recognition, were expected to 
produce positive results. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
Calendar Statement Re: Accelerating the Curriculum Change Process 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. LIGHTSTONE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCQUEEN, THAT SENATE APPROVE THE CALENDAR STATEMENT 
OUTLINED IN DOCUMENT US-96-9-D1 6, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE 
ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-96-9-D18. 


It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to Me B. 
Freedman, University Legal Counsel. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Undergraduate MED Grade Notation 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. GEHA, SECONDED BY MR. JANSSEN, THAT 
SENATE APPROVE THE UNDERGRADUATE MED GRADE NOTATION 
AND RELATED POLICIES PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-9-D17, AS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN 
DOCUMENT US-96-9-D18, EFFECTIVE AS OF THE 1997/98 ACADEMIC 
YEAR. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


96-9-22 


96-9-23 


96-9-24 


96-9-25 


Resolution from the Arts and Science Faculty Council, concerning administrative 
re-organization 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY PROF. BYERS, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE CHANGE IN NAMES OF THE DEPARTMENTS OF 
CLASSICS AND OF MODERN LANGUAGES AND LINGUISTICS TO THE 
DEPARTMENT OF CLASSICS, MODERN LANGUAGES AND 
LINGUISTICS, AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-9-D 19. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Other Business 


Concern was expressed that at today's meeting Senate had discussed at length two 
"non-consequential" issues, but had spent only the last 1/2 hour passing, without 
debate, motions dealing with the University's structure; and it was argued that a 
tremendous amount of time seemed to be spent at Senate on -issues without 
-accomplishing very much, e.g., the -5 Senate approved principles that were 
adopted in November 1995 but without results as yet having been realized, the 
1996/97 Operating Budget that was not finally approved until this Fall, etc., etc.; 
that no time was spent on trying to sort out what was valuable vis-a-vis crucial 
issues; and that it was a sad situation in which Senate was not organized to cover 
the vital issues and accomplish those things that were critical to the University. 


Commenting on the excellent results in the 1996 Uniform Final Examination of the 
Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants which Dean Anvari had not been 
able to announce, Dr. Lowy advised that Patrice Ouimet, one of the students in 
the Diploma in Accountancy Programme, was a top scorer, having received the 
best score from among Ist time writers not only in Quebec but in all of Canada; 
that in addition, of the seven top students in Quebec, 5 others were also from 
Concordia, namely, Philippe Tomic, Natalie Uson, Melissa Monk, Gerry 
Grigoropoulos, and Irena Pirkowski; that our pass rate among Ist time writers 
was 80.3% compared to the Quebec average of 51%; and that the combined pass 
rate among Concordia Ist time writers and repeaters was 80% compared to the 
national average of 58%. He elicited a round of applause for Dean Anvari and 
Prof. Fayerman for these remarkable results. 


Next Meetings 


Dr. O’Brien reminded members that there would be a special Senate meeting at 
9:00 am., Friday, 13 December 1996; and that the next regular Senate meeting was 
scheduled to be held on 10 January 1997. 


Adjournment 


96-9-26 The meeting was adjourned at 4:21 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


